Middle managers play a crucial role in ensuring that the activities inside an enterprise are well-coordinated, that employees act responsively and responsibly, and that the organization continuously generates creative alternatives to grapple with its problems. Further, it is at the middle level that the organization's policies and strategies get translated into decisions and actions. However, it is more than evident that the nature of middle management dynamics in organization has remained largely unexplored and there has not been enough understanding of the strategies appropriate for effective utilization of this critical resource.
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In this article, Nilakant and Ramnarayan draw on their study of four medium and large sized business organizations in the private and public sectors in India to examine aspects relating to the performance of middle level managers. They discuss the implications of the findings for organizational performance and change and offer suggestions for enhancing middle management potential in similar contexts. Management, Ahmedabad. Vol.15, No.2, April-June 1990 During a recent training workshop, a participant asked why there were no famous middle managers. "We come across several stories of famous chief executives" said the participant, "but we hardly hear of a well known middle manager. Is middle management synonymous with mediocrity?" Several people in the classroom were provoked by this participant's question. They pointed out that top leaders had overall responsibility in any system. They had the final say on the objectives, plans, policies, and distribution of resources. By virtue of their being at the helm of affairs, top managers were highly visible and had come to symbolize the organization to many people. So it is not surprising to find famous and/or notorious top leaders. The participants concluded that it was true that while top managers received a lot of attention, managers in the middle levels went largely unnoticed even within their organizations.
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The Study of Middle Management Work
Manufacturing enterprises in developing countries like India typically tend to be large hierarchies with multiple layers of management. Usually, a middle level manager is one who is not a functional/divisional head with a profit/cost responsibility and also one who is not a first level supervisor.
Middle managers can play a crucial role in translating organizational policies and strategies into practice and action. They have the potential to contribute significantly to the quality of implementation of organizational plans and thus promote the build-up of excellence. They also play an important role in providing information/input to strategy formulation.
Although the importance of implementation is intuitively understood, little attention has been paid to the segment of the organization that is critically in-volved in the implementation process. As a result, several large scale enterprises experience problems at the middle levels such as:
• inability and/or lack of willingness of the managers to take charge • inability and/or lack of willingness to work together as a team
• lack of generation of creative alternatives to problems facing the organization
• overly rigid interpretation of policies and proce dures
• risk aversive and cautious behaviour
• filtering of information upward, screening out news that might attract unfavourable attention
Traditional approaches to personnel management have not paid explicit attention to the relationship between work roles of middle managers and organizational performance. While the literature on managerial work has been based on either chief executive roles or general management roles, there is, relatively, a theoretical void about the nature of middle managerial roles and aspects of their functioning.
An Overview of Literature
Much of the research on managerial work is based on speculations, reminiscences or recounted anecdotes (Hales, 1983) . Early writings on managerial work dealt exclusively with the work of chief executives. Managerial work was seen to consist of planning, organizing, staffing, directing, coordinating, reporting and budgeting. Mintzberg's work in this area attracted considerable attention because it departed from the prevailing view and described the manager's job in terms of ten roles in three areas: interpersonal, informational, and decisional (Mintzberg, 1972) . His study was based on observations of the work of chief executive officers. According to Mintzberg, managers at middle levels perform similar roles but with different emphasis. At these levels of the organization, work is more focused, more short term in outlook, and the characteristics of brevity and fragmentation are more pronounced. As a result, external roles are relatively less important than internal roles such as negotiator and disturbance handler. Other studies using self-reports and questionnaires have provided empirical support to this proposition (Pavett and Lau, 1983) .
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Rosemary Stewart has evolved a more general framework to categorize managerial work (Stewart, 1982) . According to her, three aspects characterize managerial work: demands, constraints, and choices. It is reasonable to assume that at middle levels, managerial roles will be relatively low on choice and high on demands and constraints compared to the higher levels. While the literature leads one to expect middle managerial roles to be characterized by brevity and fragmentation, the individual and organizational consequences of such work roles have not been adequately discussed.
Framework for the Study
The present paper employs a framework in which middle managers are seen to accomplish two essential organizational functions: a maintenance function oriented to ensuring current performance and profitability and an entrepreneurial function aimed at assuring growth.
The maintenance function involves activities such as planning, directing, coordinating, controlling, supervising, and a host of similar activities aimed at anticipating and minimizing disruptions to current performance. They often involve "fix-it" type of activitiestrying to deal with systems and processes that are not working and managing breakdowns in the normal/routine flow of work.
The entrepreneurial function includes activities intended at promoting novelty, innovation and growth and aspects relating to the implementation of new ideas.
The effective management of these two functions requires the middle manager to comprehend (a) the organizational strategy, and (b) how one's role fits into the organization. By being simultaneously responsible for maintenance and strategic functions, middle managers play a key role in the organization in terms of ensuring stability and facilitating change. In other words, the key issue at the middle management level is one of understanding how the conflicts between stability and change get expressed and managed.
Organizational viability is dependent on the extent to which middle managers fulfil these two key functions. While there are usually organizational pressures on middle managers to perform the maintenance function, the question arises whether the middle managers ever really initiate entrepreneurial behaviour: does this constitute a "demand" at middle management level or do "constraints" come in the way of entrepreneurial behaviour?
Vikalpa
We aim to answer two main questions in this paper:
The findings reported in the paper are part of a larger study sponsored by the All India Management • What is the specific nature of middle managerial Association on the perceptions and roles of middle roles in terms of activities and responsibilities? managers in four Indian organizations. A brief description of the data collection methods and the organizaHow do these roles contribute to the maintenance tions involved in the larger study has been presented in and to the entrepreneurial functions?
Box 1. Data Collection Methods and Organizations Involved in the Study
The objective of the larger study was to explore the roles and perceptions of middle managers in Indian organizations. A case study approach was used to capture the unique and general features of middle management work. Data collection was through indepth case studies in four medium and large sized manufacturing organizations in India referred to as Companies A,B,C, and D below. Given the reality that managerial work is varied, fragmented and complex, multiple methods of data collection such as the following were used: a) Structured questionnaire (using Likert-type scales) b) Structured interviews (individual and group)
The above structured methods were used to collect perceptual data on organizational practices, leadership, nature of work, work relations and satisfaction. These methods were used to collect data on activity profiles, nature of work relations, role expectations, world views, and satisfaction of middle managers. The top management perceptions were also examined.
For the study, middle management ranks included all organizational members at levels above the first level supervisors and below functional/divisional heads with profit/cost responsibility.
Organizations in the Study
Company A. This is a subsidiary of an European multinational organization. It is a medium sized company employing 220 managers Spread across several hierarchical levels. The total number of employees was about 1,100. This firm uses relatively sophisticated technology to manufacture an industrial product. It is the market leader in its industry although in recent years it has lost its market share to a smaller, domestic organization. Its markets have been stagnant while competition has increased. The study was part of a world-wide review of operations and performance by the parent company .-Two hundred and fifteen managers were involved in the study and 40 managers were interviewed individually.
Company B. This is a division of a multi-business firm in the private sector. It operates in a highly competitive electrical industry. Its performance has been consistently below average and the study was part of an effort by the chief executive of the company to improve performance. A total of 162 managers across eight levels were covered. Sixty-five managers were individually interviewed. The total number of employees in the division was about 900.
Company C. This is a large successful firm in the automobile industry employing about 15,000 persons. It is in the private sector and is the market leader. In the last four years, the organization has experienced severe pressures from the market in terms of costs, quality and service. A total of 67 managers across five levels participated in an indepth study.
Company D. This is a large successful firm in the public sector with an employee strength of about 7,500. It is a multitechnology, multi-product organization in a process industry. About 170 managers were involved in the study. Extensive data were collected from 104 managers in two plants of the company. These managers were from operations, maintenance and service functions and were spread across six levels. The study was part of a company-wide organization development effort initiated by the chief executive to cope with expansion and growth.
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Summary of Findings
The study generated an enormous amount of data relating to the nature of middle managerial work and the perceptions and opinions of middle managers about their job characteristics, work culture and organizational policies such as compensation systems and personnel practices. The findings are organized around three major themes: middle managerial work, middle managerial perceptions, and middle managerial performance in four Indian organizations.
Middle Managerial Work
The central finding of the study pertains to the nature of middle managerial work. In all the four organizations we studied, the nature of middle managerial work tended to be the same. Middle managerial work was largely routine, fragmented, segmented, and repetitive.
For illustrative purposes, let us examine some roles at the middle management level in a production unit in Company D. Before we explore specific middle management roles in some detail, it is necessary to understand how work is broadly organized in Company D. For this purpose, let us examine the nature of differentiation in terms of functions and levels and then look at the middle management roles.
Functions
Company D was functionally organized with each function reporting to a separate boss and most functions getting integrated at the level of Director or Chairman. The middle managers in the Operations Department looked after only the routine production, while the routine equipment maintenance was managed by the Mechanical, Electrical, and Instrumentation Sections. The work relating to the planning and initiation of improvements and developments in the production process was allocated to the Production Services Department and occasionally to Research and Development, and the upgradation of the production equipment was the responsibility of the Engineering Services Department. The Management Services Department was expected to conduct industrial engineering studies and develop appropriate work standards for the plant. The Training Department was responsible for training of manpower. All the files relating to decisions involving finance had to be routed through the Finance Department. The new projects in the plant were supervised by the Projects Department. The production personnel approached the Purchase Department for materials procurement and collected the materials from the Stores Section. 6 Recruitments, appraisals, promotions or transfers of officers were handled by the Corporate Personnel Department and the personnel decisions relating to workers were managed by the Industrial Relations Department. Transport arrangements, telephone facilities, office furniture, and other services were controlled by the Administration Department. There were also separate sections for Quality Control, Production Planning, Despatch, Customer Complaints, Safety and so on. Middle managers in these sections grew largely within their functional boundaries with very little formal exposure to the work of other sections. Thus, work was highly segmented across different functions. Each function had its own viewpoint and the integration of these diverse viewpoints was found to be very difficult.
Levels
The work was also fragmented across the levels of Assistant Production Engineer, Production Engineer, Senior Production Engineer, Assistant Production Manager, Production Manager, and Senior Production Manager at the plant. The Deputy General Manager was in charge of a group of about three plants and reported to the General Manager of operations functions. There were three more levels between the General Manager and the Chairman and Managing Director. The 12 supervisory levels also produced diverse goals and viewpoints. With low organizational capacity to manage such diversity, the differences gave rise to frustration and dissatisfaction at the lower and middle levels.
Roles
Fresh engineering graduates were recruited at the level of 'production engineer' in plants and were promoted to the position of 'senior production engineer' in about five years. This position is at the junior middle management level and the personnel in these positions were found to be primarily concerned with execution of routine tasks and instructions given to them by the higher levels. As we have noted, there were eight levels of hierarchy separating them from the chief executive's position, and four of these levels had direct responsibility for plant operations. Given the status-consciousness that existed in the organization, any non-routine decision could be taken only at the senior levels. The senior levels did not expect the junior middle managers to do anything beyond the carrying out of their instructions. One might add that it is in such an environment -inhospitable to initiative and risk-taking -that the members of the organization spent the formative years of their careers.
Vikalpa
The 'production manager' in Company D was two levels higher in the hierarchy as compared to the junior middle managers. Interestingly/there was nothing to distinguish the roles of the 'production manager' from the roles of assistant production managers.' These middle managers were found to be primarily preoccupied with production, safety, and efficiency. Bulk of their time was spent in the review of day-to-day operations and in chasing three scarce resources: (a) support from service functions, (b) receipt of approvals and clearances from higher levels, and (c) cooperation from the workers/employees. Their activity profile consisted mainly of the following items:
• operations review
• chasing for services from transport, materials, personnel, finance, etc.
• paper work, 'making a case' on the file, and get ting approvals from higher management
• grievance handling, sorting out minor employee relations problems, and getting employees to get on with their tasks.
In the view of these middle managers, most of whom were graduate engineers with about 15 years of work experience, they had the potential to make distinctive contributions to the organization through initiation of technical developments, introduction of modifications, trouble shooting, and training and upgradation of manpower in the plant. But in their actual day-to-day work, such developmental activities did not find any place.
At the same time, the departments entrusted with the developmental functions were generally perceived to be ineffective. There were strong inter-functional conflicts with the line managers perceiving the staff managers as "ignoring the plant realities and making impractical suggestions," and staff managers accusing line managers of "resisting change." Under these circumstances, the change ideas were found to emanate largely from the top rather than from the middle.
To sum up, a large component of middle managerial work consisted of responding to disruptions, both actual and potential, to operational activities for ensuring current performance. Little time was spent on developmental or strategic activities associated with the entrepreneurial function. There was hardly any distinctiveness about individual middle managerial roles. There was considerable multiplicity and duplication of tasks across levels. .15, No.2, April-June 1990 
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Middle Managerial Perceptions
Middle management's perceptions of their organizations tended to be similar across the four organizations. In other words, whether the organization was experiencing growth (Company D), stagnation (Company A and C), or decline (Company B) had little impact on middle managerial work roles and perceptions. Middle managers perceived lack of adequate opportunities for recognition, growth, and promotion and lack of a feeling of accomplishment on the job.
Promotion
Promotion for middle managers in all four organizations was largely based on seniority. The principle of meritocracy was perceived to be 'not used at all' or 'used to a small extent' in making promotion decisions. For example, in Organization D, promotion at the middle management level was seen as equivalent to 'moving on a conveyor belt; whether you are a diamond or a charcoal, you move at the same rate.' In Company C, meritocracy was not altogether ignored. It was felt by the middle managers that a poor performer's promotion tended to get delayed, but 'the vintage was still an important consideration.'
In all the four organizations, new positions and levels were created with the primary purpose of accommodating promoted personnel. A middle manager from Company D stated, "In the last eight years, I have got three promotions. But paradoxically, I was earlier four levels away from the position of the Chairman and Managing Director, and now there are five levels between my position and the top position. In other words, in spite ef my promotions, I have effectively been demoted. In terms of my role in making significant organizational decisions, it continues to be marginal."
Participation
In the view of middle managers, though the top managers talked about the importance of participation and involvement of middle managers in formal meetings and programmes, the middle management was» expected, in reality, to only carry out top decisions, follow standard procedures and create minimum disruption. They perceived the organizational structures and processes as incapable of accommodating their views and ideas.
Managers in the middle felt that they had segmented and dated information. They-reported numerous anomalies, paradoxes and contradictions in organizational decision making, and felt that the top management was detached from the problems and issues at their levels. The options open to them were to leave the organization, attempt to influence the decision making or do nothing. In the perception of the managers, resignation from the organization carried high personal costs and the burdens associated with attempting to influence organizational decisions were so high that there were no real incentives to exercise influence. In the words of a middle manager from Company C, "I do have some ideas. But I cannot act -I don't know if anybody will back me up." Another middle manager from Company B summed up the situation by asking, "I can talk, but who will listen?" Thus, a strong assumption at the middle management level was that they could do very little in the given context.
Socialization
Socialization of middle managers was found to occur primarily through informal networks and practices. Stories, proverbs, rumours and critical incidents were the modes through which entering middle managers became aware of the high costs of exercising systemwide influence. In the opinion of a wide cross-section of members, the organization was inhospitable to risk taking and initiative at middle levels. For example, when a new idea was taken up for discussion in a training workshop in Company C, the middle managers wanted to find out from the trainers what the 'management's thinking' was on the subject. When the trainers asked the participants what they meant by 'management' as they were also very much a part of management, the middle managers responded by stating that the top managers were the 'real management;' middle managers' views carried little or no weight.
Knowledge and Perceptions
Middle managers possessed low knowledge or information about several organizational situations and perceived low stakes in them. They complained that they did not have much control on most organizational decisions. Thus, when individuals perceived themselves marginalized in several organizational settings (low information, low control and high constraints), they came to terms with the situation by making the related organizational issues marginal to their lives (low stakes).
^Middle management perceptions Were found to be subject to self reinforcing cycles. The individuals seemed unlikely to search for better ways of coping with the situation. Even in cases where there were top management initiatives to bring about organizational change, several middle managers seemed to resort to defensive behaviour by compartmentalizing the new experience, perceiving the initiatives as a 'mere flash in the pan,' and persisting with their earlier perception that no initiatives were really expected of them outside a narrowly defined area.
Middle Managerial Performance
In all the four organizations, the top managers were critical about the inability of the middle managers to:
• generate new ideas
• engage in developmental activities
• enforce standards of performance and discipline.
In other words, middle managers seemed to avoid decision situations which involved the exercise of power. In all the four organizations, the top managers noted that the middle managers did stretch themselves temporarily and went beyond their routine responsibilities during crises such as bad accidents in the plant or a sudden reversal in the market. But in relatively good times, a majority of the middle managers responded only to specific demands in their narrow work spheres, and let go of opportunities to make improvements.
In another study (Ramnarayan, 1984) , it was found that middle management complaints primarily centred around issues such as denial of promotion, disagreement with the organization's nominations of executives for foreign training, transfer, and disagreement with superiors or colleagues. The complaints were local in character within the framework of organizational norms and procedures and tended to relate personally to the manager. This is not to suggest that middle managers did not have any concerns regarding organizational policies, procedures, and practices. But even when the managers were concerned with organizational or systemic issues, they did not pursue these concerns and initiate changes. The dominant view seemed to be that such concerns and differences were for discussions with friends and researchers, not for action within the organization. As noted earlier, the managers believed that the efforts required to initiate changes at the organizational level, particularly in the human system, were prohibitively high.
At the same time, a majority of middle managers deplored the lack of performance orientation and the absence of accountability at different levels in their organizations. In the words of a middle manager from Company D, "The company has grown in spite of us. It has been riding friendly waves and is being carried faster, which is quite different from moving faster on its own. Perhaps that is the reason why the company's growth has not 'touched' me. I am still operating in my narrow groove. As the company has grown, we have simply a larger number of middle managers operating in their narrow grooves."
The middle managers were fairly critical about the apparent absence of teamwork at the top. This was seen to result in problems of coordination across departments and functions. The quality of lateral relations between the line and the staff departments and among the different staff functions themselves was generally perceived to be poor in all the four cases.
Discussion
Middle managers constitute a critical resource in any organization. First, strategies get translated into action at this level. Second, this level is the source of future leadership and top management of the organization. Third, it is also a source of important information to the top. Finally, in our country, downsizing or restructuring with job losses are not viable options given the economic and political realities. Hence, it becomes necessary not only to fully utilize this resource but to take steps to develop these managers.
Conventional personnel initiatives such as training and development programmes, improved appraisal systems and changes in compensation practices are unlikely to have major impact unless they address the central issue of middle managerial roles in these organizations. The study suggests that the complexion of the middle managerial role currently precludes the possibility of the person developing a systemic perspective. Roles are segmented in terms of functions such as production/operations, engineering/design, personnel, finance and marketing. Individuals grow only in their functional lines with inadequate exposure/awareness of other functions. Within the segmented functions, roles are fragmented across hierarchical levels.
Consequences for Organizational Performance
Fragmentation of roles and segmentation of responsibilities create some important problems for the organization.
Coordination. Segmentation and fragmentation of roles create problems of coordination in the organization. Middle level managers are unable to perceive their roles in a larger, systemic context because they are held accountable and responsible only for their segmented tasks.
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Resource Wastage. Fragmentation of roles across hierarchical levels leads to a situation where there is duplication of activities and hence lack of distinctiveness in terms of performance at any level. Most middle managers experience hardly any change in work content when they are promoted to a higher level. This has important motivational consequences. Pay and perquisites become important issues while work becomes less meaningful as an intrinsic motivator.
Lack of Development.
A work system which consists of segmented and fragmented roles does not lead to personal and professional development on the job. It is only individuals with considerable initiative who develop a broad outlook; the organizational context fosters only narrow specialization. Thus, the middle managerial segment is unable to provide the leadership that is essential for the long term growth and development of any enterprise. It is not surprising to find that many organizations frequently rely on recruitment from outside to fill leadership positions at strategic levels since appropriate individuals to fill these positions are not available inside the organization.
In addition, when work at various levels cannot be differentiated in terms of distinctiveness, the organization's appraisal system is unable to identify potential leaders and high-performers. Hence, middle managers are unable to develop a general management orientation and find it difficult to acquire general management skills.
Lack of Accountability, In a work system which consists of segmented and fragmented roles, responsibility for task completion gets diffused, resulting in a perceived lack of accountability at various levels. Frequently, in such situations, responsibility gets delegated upwards resulting in excessive centralization of decision making.
Lack of Innovation.
In such systems, the introduction and management of change is always problematic. The work system does not facilitate the adoption of a systemic, holistic perspective which is essential for ensuring change. Middle level managers find it difficult to champion and sponsor change efforts. Their typical response is to depend upon the top management to plan and initiate changes. To an outsider, their emotional and behavioural response seems to be one of powerlessness. It appears as if many middle level managers tend to take a "spectator" stance rather than a "doer" stance and seem to act as passive spectators while the situation demands dynamic action. However, such a view completely ignores the reality of the work system which is experienced by these managers and which shapes their consciousness in a significant manner.
Implications for Human Resource Management
It is obvious that fragmentation and segmentation of roles have some serious consequences for both short term and long term performance of an organization. Yet, fragmentation and segmentation are direct consequences of the way in which these organizations have managed their managerial personnel.
Causes of Middle Managerial Work Roles
The four organizations presented in this study are fairly representative of medium or large sized manufacturing enterprises in India. In most Indian organizations, middle management work roles are primarily a result of the way in which these organizations have perceived and planned growth. Growth has been chiefly technologydriven. The large, hierarchical structure of most enterprises is also partly due to unplanned growth. While these organizations tend to pay more attention to technological growth, the human and organizational consequences of expansion and diversification such as organization design, roles, careers and development of appropriate managerial skills are often ignored.
Manpower planning at the project stage or the initial starting phase tends to be highly arbitrary and ignores the consequences of increased manpower in the stable production phase when there is a slow-down in the growth of tasks and activities. A large number of workers and executives recruited in the project phase have to be assigned work and deployed appropriately in the production phase.
This situation is further exacerbated by the fact that in many enterprises, promotions are primarily based on considerations of length of service rather than on performance. In fact, considerations of longevity seem to outweigh functional requirements in some of the organizations. In Company D, for instance, it was found that individuals were nominated for technical training abroad based on their seniority and not on their competence or functional requirements of the job. Many individuals who returned after the training were shifted to other positions in the organization which made little use of the technical knowledge and skills acquired during the training.
Similarly, appraisal systems have been viewed as a bureaucratic procedure rather than a development device. The members hardly ever received critical 10 developmental feedback in the process. In most enterprises, promotions are primarily based on seniority rather than on contribution to organizational performance. This results in individuals moving up the hierarchy at periodic intervals. It is not surprising to find many organizations creating new positions and levels to accommodate the promoted personnel.
Thus, over a period of time, the structure of many of these enterprises reflects the internal growth needs rather than the technical requirements of tasks. Since most promotion decisions are taken with a view to present an account of the organization as being equitable and fair, there are hardly any incentives for superior performance. Nor are there any disincentives for non-performance. Thus, promotion or hierarchical growth loses its potency as a motivational tool.
Managers, particularly at the middle level, are not inclined towards distinctiveness in their contribution or performance. The tampering of the organizational structure by creating additional positions and levels to satisfy growth needs has an inevitable consequence on performance. The organization becomes less responsive, flexible, and dynamic because decisions get delayed and coordination of various positions becomes problematic. Too many levels and positions also lead to erosion of authority and responsibility down the line and thus adversely affect the motivation of people at lower levels.
Pressures for Performance
Recent changes in the business environment in terms of competition have necessitated a review of such approaches. Human resource development managers can play a critical role in helping these organizations fully utilize their middle management potential. The prevailing socio-economic ethos in developing countries does not permit radical restructuring with job losses as a strategy for improving efficiency. Hence, human resource management has to be oriented towards development of existing people.
Organizational Change through Human Resource Management
In most of these organizations, any change in human resource management is clearly part of a cultural transformation of the organization. Human resource development managers have to think in terms of a long term change programme rather than changing procedures and methods. What are the components of such a programme to increase middle management effectiveness?
Vikalpa
In recent years, there is a growing realization that various components of a human resource management system must be managed to fit together and support each other. In other words, human resource management practices in the areas of planning, staffing, appraising, compensating, and training and development must be consistent and support one another (Schuler and Jackson, 1987) . Segmented and fragmented approaches to the middle management problem are unlikely to succeed.
In this paper, we have suggested that middle management development and utilization are closely related to the organizational capacity to manage diversity of goals and viewpoints. When this capacity is low, the organization is unable to provide space for middle management views and ideas, and this creates middle management problems. As shown in Figure 1 , the organizational capacity to manage diversity can be enhanced by attending-to four sets of factors discussed below.
Combining Training with Diagnosis and Action
Training is usually seen as a means to enhance managerial capabilities in organizations. Both in-company and external training programmes, typically, are oriented to upgrading professional, personal or interpersonal skills of participants. On the other hand, Organization Development (OD) views improvement as arising from a process of data collection, diagnosis and action. Is it possible to integrate these two approaches and evolve strategies for combining individual learning with organizational learning, diagnosis and action? In two of the four organizations reported in this paper, training, diagnosis and action were combined through in-company training workshops in which a variety of training methods were employed. Training workshops such as these are particularly effective forums for diagnosis because: they provide a medium of participation by involving managers from diverse backgrounds; facilitate ownership of problems; establish a common language for framing organizational issues; and help to foster trust and collaboration. Combining diagnosis with learning will lead to a better transfer of learning to organizational situations and help link actions with learning.
Organizational Restructuring
Multiple levels in a hierarchical organization contribute to fragmentation of managerial roles. Restructuring should be aimed at reducing hierarchical levels and identifying accountability/responsibility of various positions. Making divisional and functional heads accountable for costs and profits is one way to reduce excessive managerial personnel. One of the organizations reported in the study divisionalized its structure with the creation of profit centres.
Appraisal and Promotion Systems
This is a difficult part of the programme. New appraisal and promotion systems need to be introduced for fully utilizing middle management potential. Appraisal should be aimed at providing developmental feedback and identifying distinctive contribution while promotion should be exclusively based on performance and potential. Changes in this area are likely to be resisted and hence have to be orchestrated with the help of the top management or the chief executive.
Top Management Involvement
Last but not least, efforts to increase utilization of middle management potential have to be initiated from the top. In predominantly technocratic settings, unless driven from the top, most change efforts in the area of human resource management are unlikely to have any impact. In all the four cases reported in this paper, the impetus for study and change arose from the top management. Top management needs to mobilize the energy of middle managers through exciting visions for the organization. They should enhance stakes for the middle managers by assigning them greater responsibilities, giving them genuine control and autonomy, disseminating information, and legitimizing discussion of undiscussable issues.
But it should be realized that such efforts are not easy to implement. They seem to go through three phases: (i) cynicism, (ii) participation and involvement, and (iii) enhanced expectations. In the first phase of the change, top management efforts are likely to be greeted with a certain amount of cynicism. But the cynicism gives way to the second phase of participation and involvement if the top management is consistent and energetic in pursuing the change efforts. In the third phase of the change efforts, the middle managers are mobilized in ways that modify their level of awareness, and the top management is likely to experience pressure to meet the enhanced expectations of the members. Several middle managers become strongly committed to pursuing new visions and programmes, and organizational decision making processes become more complex. This is a far bigger challenge for the top management team than the initial cynicism. It is important that the top managers have the mental readiness to give up their day-to-day control. They should be able to rise to the occasion by developing their own capacity and the organizational capacity to manage diversity of goals and viewpoints.
To summarize, a consistent combination of approaches, initiated and supported by top management, will help increase utilization of middle management potential. Human resource development managers have a critical role in designing the components of the programme, mobilizing support for the programme, monitoring the progress of the programme, and in providing feedback to top management for any corrective action.
